Message

"""" From: Walker, Stuart [Walker.Stuart@epa.gov]
Sent: 11/9/2018 10:55:17 PM
To: LEE, LILY [LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV]
Subject: RE: Thoughts on Dan Hirsch report on Hunter's Point

Attachments: HuntersPtReport3CleanupStandards.pdf

| forgot to attach my yellow hlghllghted version of the report

Stuart Walker

Superfund Remedial program Natlonal Radiation Expert

Science Policy Branch L

Assessment and Remediation Division

Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation

W (703) 603-8748 ;

vvvvvv C.(202).262-9986. o L

From: Walker, Stuart

Sent: Friday, November 09, 2018 5: 53 PM
To: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV> "
Subject: Thoughts on Dan Hirsch report on Hunter's Point

Lily, per our discussion | am sending you below aré some initial comments/thoughts | had on the HPS
report by Dan Hirsch We can discuss these if you want. | provided screen shots (with some of my
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I thlnk if these were EPA PRGs in 1991, they are probably R9 or from RAGS Part B. The PRG
vvvvvvvv calculator was not. |ssued until 2002.
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3.

Page 9

1w for sl doses i the range of 4 few bundeedtls of o uull
order to be roughly equivalent o Bs goal of one-t-a-miltion visk P I the risk zoal the N
prorised atter dwzmg of nus-tn-g-miliion werve indeed belug curied mz? the radiation dose :&em
the Mavy cleanup levels shonld be on the order of 0.03 miillireny vear.!

In general EPA a

No, it is incorrect that Superfunéd uses doseibased PRGs that correspond to the 1 x 10- 6 risk
based PRGs. Ifthereis a dose based ARAR that is protective (e g., 12 mrem/yr or below)

If the areas where they |dent|f|ed food were conS|dered to be released for unrestricted. release
the risk assessment should include homegrown produce at least (since it's an urban area, any
of the farm animals in the farmer scenario may not be suitable although sometimes suburban
areas do include someone with chickens. One of my best friends growing up Maryland
suburbs had chickens back in the 1970’s although then they were unique enough to get a page

1 article in'the Washington Post food section. | think this is getting more popular).

If the areas identified in the report with homegrown produce are not part of the released area,
then you may want to have a map showing where they are in relation to the

Tor check the wnpast of assuming miszmi pavdening-—which does wt seem stilied given e
actual situation in the area, described above—ve have pertnued PROG s in w0 fch half or
more of the foudt and vesetables were chimmated, beaving the visk dutvers. 1t produces very little
change mthe vesuls, It inw the PROG for stronthun-90 and radiumn-226 I :
example, and foy phutoninm-239 by 23%, tivi of PROGs that ane
THIIeS IOe pr ozmzzw iimgz zize afi&iiiii? m%gzm iwg by the Navy at HPS. W
also v the Uslonlat a two b ’ 5 ﬁ'&«? radionnchs
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al i the contex
e employ:

that in muder o do the development planued ar HPS consnuction will dig duough them and sod
meved mound significantly,  We discuss these wsues further in onr yepot on institutionsl
contrnls, ]

When running the resident and farmer scenario in the PRG of DCC calculator, if there are no
sensitive subpopulatlons the user should generally switch from fresh weight to cooked welght
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The produce that they left in-the runs, are those known-to be grown in that area of
Calrfornra? That can be answered by asklng the county extensron office of the us Department

The use of 2 foot cover in soil only effects external/gamma exposure, but not other pathways
such as soil ingestion, food ingestion, resuspension. Those would have to be manually zeroed
out (by zeroing out the ingestion for adult and child for those pathways) or the user would go to
the 2D scenario. But generally where you have a soil cap you would not allow the growing of
produce that breeches the cap and may contact the contamination underneath.

Stuart Walker

Superfund Remedial program Natlonal Radiation Expert
Science Policy Branch

Assessment and Remediation Division

Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
W (703) 603-8748

C (202) 262-9986
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